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Re: Walker et al. v. Seldman et al. 
Dear Counsel and Plaintiffs: 



I represent City Title & Escrow Co., Inc. in the captioned. As you will have noticed, in her 
Order of August 24, 2006, Judge Kessler ordered me as counsel for City Title & Escrow Co., Inc. 
to inform the Court when all parties have been served with the Second Amended Complaint. It 
would normally be the duty of a Plaintiff to provide that information but perhaps the Court was 
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concerned about relying entirely upon pro se parties to do so. 

I do not read the Court's Order as relieving Plaintiffs from providing proof of service. 
Obviously, I cannot offer proof of service and so the next best thing is for me to simply ask all of you 
to advise me as to whether your clients have been served with the Second Amended Complaint. I 
am also asking Plaintiffs for their information in this regard. If service has not been accomplished 
to date but is later accomplished, please let me know when that happens. 

Does anyone know who will be representing the new Defendant? 

The Status Report is due on October 1, 2006. If I have heard from you that any of your 
clients have been served, I will put that in the Report. If I hear from you that any of your clients have 
not been served, I will put that in the Report. If I have not heard from you, I will advise the Court 
that I do not know what the status of the service issue is as to your client(s). 

Finally, there is the question of what constitutes service of the Second Amended Complaint. 
The Court's Order granting leave to file a Second Amended Complaint did not specify that the 
pleading attached to the Motion, if it was attached to the Motion, was deemed to have been filed and 
served. I take it from the Judge's language that Plaintiffs are to file the new pleading and cause it 
to be served which means that she did not think the amended pleading had been filed as of the time 
of her Order. That being the case, no one has been served as yet. As stated in Judge Kessler's Order: 

Plaintiff is being allowed to file a Second Amended Complaint. It must be served on 
Defendants and they must be given the appropriate period of time in which to 
respond. 

The method of service is not specified in the Order and I will leave it to your own legal 
judgment as to the issue of whether any service attempted by Plaintiffs is adequate 

A copy of this message is being mailed to Mr. Walker. 

Thank you all for your cooperation. 

I truly yours, 



RNL:dec 
cc: Client 
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